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Before HAM LTON, LUTTIG and MOTZ, CGircuit Judges.

Affirmed as nodi fied by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Sanmuel Robert Queen, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. St even Zi mmer man,
OFFI CE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Bal ti nore, Maryl and; Jan Paul
Mller, Assistant United States Attorney, Barbara Suzanne Skall a,
Assistant United States Attorney, Geenbelt, Maryland, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Sanuel Robert Queen appeals fromthe district court's orders
denying as noot his notions for return of seized property, for an
I tem zation of property seized, to incorporate newWy discovered
evi dence, and for rei nbursenent for forfeited property. Because t he
governnment properly destroyed seized contraband, 21 U S.C A 8§
881(a) (West 1981 & Supp. 1997), prepared an item zati on of prop-
erty seized, and returned to Queen or his designee all of the
property listed as seized from Queen, the district court properly
deni ed the notions as noot. Queen al so asserts that a greater sum
of noney was seized fromhimthan that reported and returned to
him and he seeks rei nbursenent for danmage to his property whilein
t he possession of the governnment. Wile we affirmthe denial of
Queen's notions as nmoot, we nodify the district court orders to
reflect that the dispositionis wi thout prejudice to Queen's abil -
ity to pursue a renedy under the Federal Tort Clains Act. 28 U. S. C.
88 2671-80 (1994). We di spense with oral argument because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED AS MODI FI ED




